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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-K 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K1 

Comment PC-K1-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under 
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response – Almond Avenue Soundwall. 

Comment PC-K1-2 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K1-1. 

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common 
Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 

Comment PC-K1-3 

There is nothing in Renewed Measure M that either precludes or requires additional 
improvements beyond the single GP lane proposed in Alternative 1. OCTA has indicated that 
improvements to I-405 in addition to those identified in Alternative 1 would not be funded with 
Renewed Measure M revenues. Please also see Common Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange 
County/Los Angeles County Line. 

Comment PC-K1-4 

The priority of the design team was to minimize the residential impacts, including ROW. OCTA, 
Caltrans, and FHWA have worked extensively with the Navy to move I-405 toward and into the 
Navy property to avoid impacting the residential areas on the northbound side of I-405. Please 
see Response to Comment PC-K1 and Common Response – Shifting Improvements away from 
Residential Properties onto NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach Property. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K2 

Comment PC-K2-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
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your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses – 
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling. 

Comment PC-K2-2 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide continuous access to the HOV lanes. The Express Lanes in 
Alternative 3 would have limited access. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K3 

Comment PC-K3-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K4 

Comment PC-K4-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K5 

Comment PC-K5-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

With respect to access to the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 and replacement of the Fairview 
Road Overcrossing, please see Common Response – Replacement of Fairview Road 
Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K6 

Comment PC-K6-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K7 

Comment PC-K7-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K8 

Comment PC-K8-1  

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses – 
Air Quality and Noise/Noise Analysis. 

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common 
Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 

A design option for Alternative 2 was considered that would drop the proposed northbound GP 
lanes at Valley View Street. That design option was eliminated for the reasons explained in 
Common Response – Almond Avenue Soundwall.  

Comment PC-K8-2 

All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce congestion in the I-405 corridor; none are 
expected to eliminate congestion in the corridor. The benefits to congestion vary among the build 
alternatives. The benefits to congestion of the build alternatives are summarized in the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and Tables 3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K9 

Comment PC-K9-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
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your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses – 
Air Quality and Noise/Noise Analysis. 

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under 
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response – Almond Avenue Soundwall. 

Based on the experience of the SR-91 Express Lanes, motorists from all income groups are 
anticipated to use the Express Lanes.  

Comment PC-K9-2 

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common 
Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 

Comment PC-K9-3 

As described in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, emissions will be reduced under all of the 
build alternatives compared to the future No Build Alternative, and no permanent adverse 
project-related air quality effects were identified.  

MSATs have the greatest potential to affect the health of residents located adjacent to the project. 
Although the various alternatives would place travel lanes closer to some residences, it is 
anticipated that MSAT exposure, including DPM, would be less than existing conditions. MSAT 
emissions are likely lower than existing levels in the design year as a result of EPA's and 
California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce MSAT emissions. Please see 
Common Responses – Health Risks and Air Quality. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K10 

Comment PC-K10-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Response to Comment 
PC-K9-1. 

Comment PC-K10-2 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-2. 

Comment PC-K10-3 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-3. 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-K11 

Comment PC-K11-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Response to Comment 
PC-K9-1. 

Comment PC-K11-2 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-2. 

Comment PC-K11-3 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-3. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K12 

Comment PC-K12-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Response to Comment 
PC-K9-1. 

Comment PC-K12-2 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-1. 

Comment PC-K12-3 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-2. 

Comment PC-K12-4 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-3. 

Comment PC-K12-5 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K9-1.  
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Response to Comment Letter PC-K13 

Comment PC-K13-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K14 

Comment PC-K14-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification.  

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road 
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses – Replacement of Fairview 
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes. 

Comment PC-K14-2 

All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce congestion in the I-405 corridor; none are 
expected to eliminate congestion in the corridor, including the portion of the corridor in Costa 
Mesa. With respect to the Fairview Road Overcrossing under Alternative 3, please see Common 
Response – Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes. 
Please see Common Response – Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K15 

Comment PC-K15-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road 
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Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses – Replacement of Fairview 
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes. 

Comment PC-K15-2 

Please see Response to Comment PC-K14-2. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K16 

Comment PC-K16-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K17 

Comment PC-K17-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification.  

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing. 
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road 
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses – Replacement of Fairview 
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Comment PC-K17-2 

The SR-91 Express Lanes are highly successful and very efficient. They do not eliminate 
congestion in the GP lanes; they provide an option to that congestion to motorists willing to pay 
a toll. The tolls are set at the rates necessary to maintain high-speed operations. For an 
explanation of how this management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. The same 
methods were used for all of the build alternatives. For additional information, please see 
Common Response – Opposition to Tolling. 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-K18 

Comment PC-K18-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K19 

Comment PC-K19-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.  

Comment PC-K19-2 

OCTA successfully operates the SR-91 Express Lanes. The toll roads in Orange County are 
operated by the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA).  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K20 

Comment PC-K20-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

We acknowledge the opposition to tolling. Please see Common Response – Opposition to 
Tolling. With respect to access to the Express Lanes in Costa Mesa, please see Common 
Response – Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.  

The SR-91 Express Lanes are highly successful and very efficient. They do not eliminate 
congestion in the GP lanes; they provide an option to that congestion to motorists willing to pay 
a toll. The tolls are set at the rates necessary to maintain high-speed operations. For an 
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explanation of how this management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. The same 
methods were used for all of the build alternatives.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K21 

Comment PC-K21-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

We acknowledge the opposition to tolling. Please see Common Response – Opposition to 
Tolling.  

The TCA would not operate the Express Lanes in Alternative 3; OCTA would operate the 
Express Lanes.  

Response to Comment Letter PC-K22 

Comment PC-K22-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 

The SR-91 Express Lanes are highly successful and very efficient. They do not eliminate 
congestion in the GP lanes; they provide an option to that congestion to motorists willing to pay 
a toll. The tolls are set at the rates necessary to maintain high-speed operations. For an 
explanation of how this management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. The same 
methods were used for all of the build alternatives. For additional information, please see 
Common Response – Opposition to Tolling.  

Alternatives with both LRT and BRT are included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Consideration. That section explains each of those 
alternatives and why they were eliminated. For a graphic summary of those alternatives, see 
Figure 2-39 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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Response to Comment Letter PC-K23 

Comment PC-K23-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. 

Although this comment addresses each alternative separately, the arguments and questions 
within can be answered by the same response. There are two types of noise barrier “replacement 
in-kind” as part of the design features for this project. The first in-kind replacement occurs when 
an existing soundwall must be removed, relocated, and replaced in-kind along the project 
alignment where space is needed for the proposed project’s additional lanes and required safety 
features. The second in-kind replacement is needed where parts of an existing overpass 
embankment that blocks traffic noise in the existing setting has to be removed.  

In-kind replacement soundwalls are constructed regardless of cost. Soundwalls S747 and S745 
were split into “A” and “B” sections for this purpose. The “A” sections represent the existing 
soundwall, and the “B” sections represent a new soundwall needed to provide the noise 
abatement that was lost due to the partial removal of the earth berm of the Slater Avenue 
Overcrossing embankment.  

The “A” section of Soundwalls S747 or S745 would not need to be demolished to make room for 
the additional lanes of the project; however, this existing soundwall was analyzed to determine if 
an additional 5 dB in traffic noise reductions could be provided by raising the existing soundwall 
height. In all three build alternatives, the cost of replacing it with a higher soundwall was more 
than the reasonable allowance for the two residences the soundwall would benefit; therefore, it 
was not considered. 

The “B” sections would need to be constructed regardless of the cost to provide traffic noise 
abatement to the athletic field represented by Receiver R2.41, which would be comparable to the 
existing overpass embankment. The athletic fields would not be benefitted from raising the 
existing soundwall represented by the “A” section of the soundwalls; therefore, the athletic fields 
must be allocated to the “B” section of the soundwall, which is providing acoustical benefit. 

The heights needed to provide feasible traffic noise abatement can vary by alternative due to 
several factors. Variance in the vehicle type distribution across traffic lanes between alternatives 
has a role in determining traffic noise levels, but the main difference is due to the overall traffic 
volumes. Higher traffic volumes produce higher traffic noise levels. Soundwalls are more 
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efficient at providing the required reduction of 5 dB at higher noise levels. In this case, 
Alternative 2 produced a traffic noise level 1-dB higher than Alternatives 1 and 3 at the receivers 
behind the existing soundwall. According to the insertion loss calculations, receivers required a 
14-ft-high soundwall for Alternative 2 and a 16-ft-high soundwall for Alternatives 1 and 3 to 
provide feasible abatement of a 5-dB reduction in traffic noise levels. 

Comment PC-K23-2 

The heights needed to provide feasible traffic noise abatement can vary by alternative due to 
several factors. Variance in the vehicle type distribution across traffic lanes between alternatives 
has a role in determining traffic noise levels, but the main difference is due to the overall traffic 
volumes. Higher traffic volumes produce higher traffic noise levels. Soundwalls are more 
efficient at providing the required reduction of 5 dB at higher noise levels. In this case, 
Alternative 2 produced a traffic noise level 1-dB higher than Alternatives 1 and 3 at the receivers 
behind the existing soundwall. According to the insertion loss calculations, receivers required a 
14-ft-high soundwall for Alternative 2 and a 16-ft-high soundwall for Alternatives 1 and 3 to 
provide feasible abatement of a 5-dB reduction in traffic noise levels. 

Comment PC-K23-3 

Wind, temperature gradients, and humidity could affect sound propagation at distances of 400 ft 
or more. The noise measurement locations, as well as the areas where predicted traffic noise 
levels were analyzed, were within a band close enough to the source where these factors are not 
significant. The wind turbulence from the freeway traffic would be large enough to disrupt the 
laminar winds that would affect the speed and path of sound from the adjacent freeway. 

Comment PC-K23-4 

The graphics for Appendix N2 have been modified to show that only Soundwalls S745B and 
S747B are recommended. Please also see Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K24 

Comment PC-K24-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.  

We acknowledge your recommendation. All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce 
congestion in the I-405 corridor; none are expected to eliminate congestion in the corridor. The 
benefits to congestion vary among the build alternatives. The benefits to congestion of the build 
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alternatives are summarized in the Draft EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and Tables 
3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14. 

Response to Comment Letter PC-K25 

Comment PC-K25-1 

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the I-405 
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred 
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in 
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response – 
Preferred Alternative Identification. 

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common 
Response – Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. 
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